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Although Skinner (1957) indicated that because a vocal utterance is established as a form of verbal behaviour (i.e., a verbal operant) such as an echoic (repeated sound), a tact (labeling), a mand (request) there is no guarantee that the utterance will automatically emerge as another verbal operant. That is, just because a child is able to repeat a word that you say (e.g., “mom”) does not mean that they would be able to request “mom” because he wants her, or label “mom” when he sees her. These relations between verbal operants can however, arise from direct training. On average, research has shown that children with typical development require fewer teaching trials to learn to tact (i.e., label) when taught to use the words as both mands (i.e., requests) and tacts (labels) than when just taught to label the items. The purpose of the reviewed study was to extend the findings of Carroll and Hesse (1987) by including children and youths with autism and other developmental disabilities.  The key purposes of the study were to (a) examine whether the mand-tact teaching condition was more effective in teaching the acquisition of tacts than just the tact condition alone (i.e., replicating Carroll and Hesse’s findings) and (b) to examine whether follow-up tests on tact performances were different depending on whether they were taught using the tact only or the mand-tact training procedures.

Method: Two typically functioning 3-year-old girls and 3 boys with developmental disabilities and autistic characteristics participated in the study. Each displayed little spontaneous vocal verbal behaviour. Materials consisted of objects and pictures of the objects in an album, and a letter puzzle. The target behaviours were tacting the 12 objects or letters. Participants were randomly divided into two groups. In the first phase Group 1 received the tact-only training procedure using the first three objects or letters and then the mand-tact procedure with the next three objects or letters. The second group received the mand-tact training procedure with the first three items followed by the tact-only procedure with the next three items. In order to avoid any sequence effects during training a second phase was used in which the mand-tact and tact-only procedures occurred in the same session. Neither the object names or letters that were selected for use during training were part of the participant’s prior repertoire. 
Tact-only training: During this condition an object or letter was placed in front of the participant and the instructor said “This is a ____” or “What is this?” If the participant didn’t respond the name of the object or letter was said and the participant was asked the question again. If a second incorrect response was emitted prompt of the target response (e.g., “A”) was issued and the original question was represented. Praise and tokens were delivered contingent upon correct responding. 

Mand-tact training: During this condition mand and tact trials alternated and the first trail for each part was a mand training trial. The experimenter in this condition hid the item or letter and used the instructions “find the object” or “finish the puzzle”. When the participant couldn’t find the object he or she was supposed to mand for (i.e., request) the object. Errors and nonresponding were corrected in a what that required the participant to echo the verbal prompt and then ask independently for the object or letter one more time before the trial was terminated. The next training trial was a tact-training trial (same as described above). During mand training the participants were given the object or letter that they manded for.  
Results and Discussion: During baseline conditions, all participants scored 0% correct on their tacts of the items or letters. The mand-tact condition, on average was superior to the tact-only procedure for teaching tacting of objects or letters. The findings are consistent with those of Carroll & Hesse (1987). Furthermore, the findings support that mand contingencies involve stronger controlling variables (i.e., access to the requested item) than tact contingencies (i.e., arbitrary delivery of a tangible or praise). During the follow up assessment there was little difference observed between the retention of the letter or object labeling based on the two training conditions. This finding differs from that of Carroll and Hesse (1987). The authors postulate two reasons for this: (a) the post-test in Carroll and Hesse’s study came immediately after training was completed while in this study there were several days between completion of training and follow up testing for label retention; (b) in Carroll and Hesse’s study only half of the trained objects were tested at the follow up measure as opposed to all items that were tested in this study.

In this study the mand-tact procedure was superior to the tact-only training procedure for both children with typical development and in children and youths with developmental disabilities. More research is required in order to understand the training procedures necessary to promote long-term retention of these labeling skills. The authors also suggest that future researchers address the issue of generalizability of the outcomes of the study to functional communication settings. 
